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REMARKS | 

! 

Claims 1-26 are pending. Claims 1, 3-4, 6, 1 6, 23 
having informalities. Claims 1-13 and 23-26 stand rejecjed 
failing to comply with the written description requirement, 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 1 2 as being indefinite fjr 
distinctly claim the subject matter which the Applicant 
stands reacted under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being ur- 
6 363 378 to Conklin in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,390,2:81 
srand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
to Conklin in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,390,281 to Lucjw 
6.122,628 to Castelli. Claims 1-11, 14-21 , 23-24, and f 
judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double J " 
co-pending U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 09/654,660 
Serial No. 09/512,963 and further in view of co-pending * 

09/61 5,726. | 
Reconsideration is requested. No new matter ip 
The specification is amended. Claims 1, 3-4, 6, 14, 1 j, 
27 is added. Claims 1-27 remain in the case for co- : * 

The Applicant is willing to file a terminal ' 
type double patenting rejection over U.S. Patent Applfca 
claims 1-11, 14-21 , 23-24, and 26 are indicated as 

The Applicant notes that claims 1-13, 1 5-16, fid 
U.S.C. §§ 102 or 103 over any art. Instead, these clafmj 
§ 112, "H 1 and/or 2, and/or provisionally rejected unjiei 
obviousness-type double patenting. The Applicant bf« 
the claims, these claims should now be patentable «jc«jt 

rejection. I 

The Applicant further notes that, although 1 \ 1 
September 15, 2005 indicates that claim 22 is rejected 
unpatentable over Conklin in view of Luciw and Capte«li 
claim 22 is provided. The Applicant is treating claip 
same reasons as in the Office Action dated November 
different reason for rejecting the claim, the Applicant 
reason for rejecting claim 22. 



[, and 26 stand objected to as 
Uder 35 U.S.C. § 112.1 las 
Claims 1-13. 15, and 23-26 stand 
f iiling to particularly point out and 
as the invention. Claim 14 
e over U.S. Patent No. 
to Luciw et al. Claims 17-22 
over US- Patent No. 6,363,378 
al. and US. Patent No. 
sjjre provisionally rejected under the 
as being unpatentable over 
in view of U.S. Patent Application 
S, Patent Application Serial No, 



pat anting J 



jnsiflerition. 



disclaimer 



thenpse 



bfeli* ves 
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The rejections are traversed. 
2^-24, and 26 are amended. Claim 



to overcome the obviousness- 
fion Serial No. 09/654,660. once 

allowable. 
23-26 were not rejected under 35 
were rejected only under 35 U.S.C. 
the judicially created doctrine of 
that> based on the amendments to 
for the provisional double patenting 



,m page 7 of the Office Action dated 
Inder 35 U.S.C- § 103(a) as being 
i, no specific reason for rejecting 
as though it was rejected for the 
I, 2004; if the Examiner intended a 
would appreciate the Examiner's 
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The Applicant thanks the Examiner for initialing 
submitted on April 10, 2001, March 6, 2002, November 15 



! Applicpt 



OBJECTIONS 
The Examiner objected to claims 1, 3-4, 6, 16, 23 
The Applicant notes that the informalities the Examiner i 
appear to be in that claim: specifically, claim 16 does not 
"state vector", nor does claim 16 have 9 lines. The *— 
features, and has interpreted the claim objection as having 
claim 16. 

Claims 1, 3-4, 6, 14, 23-24, and 26 are amended 
the Examiner, as well as some similar mforrnaUties not sp 
Examiner. Accordingly, the Applicant believes claims 1. 
longer stand objected to as having informalities 



[, and 26 as having informalities, 
inc lcated claim 16 as having do not 
include the terms "concept" or 
notes that claim 14 has these 
(seen made to claim 14 instead of 



(address the informalities noted by 
:cifically identified by the 
-4, 6, 14, 23-24, and 26 should no 



REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U 
The Examiner rejected claims 1-13 and 23-26 
failing to comply with the written description ro 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
the invention. In related U.S. Patent Application Serial 
application"). Examiner Spooner and the undersigned ■« 
•963 application, the undersigned and Examiner Spoone 
ancestor" was sufficiently described, and the specific* < 
literal support for the term "lineal ancestor". As the^ 
reference into this application, there is support for - 
application in the same manner. A similar amendment 
presented, which should overcome the rejections of the|e 
and 2. 

The Examiner rejected claim 1 5 as lacking ante, 
"impact summary". The Applicant points out that 
on lines 4-5 of claim 15. The Applicant respectfully ri 



i utu er 



equirernefit 



;im 
'9CB 



■ amending 



returning copies of the IDSes 
2004, and June 22, 2004. 



lc.§ U2 

35U.S.C. § 112,1(11 and 2 as 
and for being indefinite for failing 
patter which the Applicant regards as 
fo, 09/512,963 ("the '963 
di icussed a similar rejection. In the 
agreed that the concept of "linear 
could be amended to provide 
application is incorporated by 

the specification in this 
the specification is hereby 
claimsunder35U.S.C.§lt2,mil 



on lines t-^ v* — * * - j 

rejection of claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. § ll2.12asbe jig 
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REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
The invention as recited in claim 14 U dieted W rd an apparatus for building a 
.en*,** specifying an emotional response to a content strewn, to apparatus compnsurr. a 

di Jted set only one concept ideuufied as a maximal element, and a plurabty of chams 

lading from the — Cement to eacK of the lurality of concepts; anu_, 
st ancc bas,s including a subset of the plurality of chains; fcrseleeted 

dicnonary.astate vector inatopological vector space coxrUnding. the selected concep^ 

concretely the corresponding concept is represented in eac , chain in the — *~ 
hasis; a template including the state v«tors in the to P o,o g cal vector space; and an acfon 

associated with the template. 

,„ contrast. Conklin teaches an information retiev a system. Nodes, represent^ 
terminological concepts, are arranged into trees. A onery U sna.yzed * determine , query 
feedback Ls. and corresponding «emti„o,ogica. «4 are se.ec.ed as ^ ^ 
node. Focal nodes are se.e«ed based on the topics. and conceptual pretty - m^red 
between the foca! nodes and query feedback nodes. The [uery feedback nodes are then 
ranked based on conceptual proximity to the focal nodes. 

discussed a similar issue ■» the -963 applied, where i was agreed mat an amendment 
identifying only one element as the maxima, element w.U clanfy 0ns pom.. S«=h 

disuses the dieted set offhe claimed invention o ier the mu.«p.e «~s *«**~ 

The Applicant would .ike to point out briefly ft. t. whi.e olatm 26 desenbes mutople 

Zed se, has a single maxima, extent As Cairn 26 makes dear, the — » 
assembled using state vectors based on the second diret ted se, as 

template assembled using state vectors based on the fu- 1 direct set; Catm 8 provtdes *r me 

^— of^od^Ldsetsinclaim^the^mems 
presented previously are stU, vahd. Within each direc, L, se, (how a « 
mere is one maxima. Cement. The dictionary as a wh ... is used » assemb.e ft. «np.«e. 
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! selected 



As 



i l}nk l 3d 



That is, to the extent concepts in the dictionary are 
parts of the intentional stance basis chains, all concepts * 
Compare this with Conklin's description of the 

10, line 23 and continuing through column 1 2, line 45. 

Conklin organizes nodes into ontologies, which can be 

ontology can have a root, but there is no single maximal 

base. 

The reason this analysis is important is because 
the claimed invention is the knowledge base of Conklin, 
made both with respect to documents (** e.g., column 6 
query terms (see, e.g., column 6, lines 7-12 and 23-26). 1 
identified, which are linked to categories in the fewfefto 
term "knowledge base", and not "ontology"; this shows ♦* 
topics as including all nodes in the knowledge base, reg 
the knowledge base. Conkhn's focal nodes might ignore 
particular theme or topic, but the construction of Conklm 
identification of themes or topics from documents or qu^ 
selected concepts for which corresponding state vectors 
dictionary, the dictionary of the claimed invention must 
Conklin. 

Thus, die fact mat claim 26 describes multiple; 
only to multiple knowledge bases in Conklin. And Conp 
possibility of multiple knowledge bases. In fact, Conklja ■ 
column 10, lines 24-26, Conklin states that "the knowlqdge 
knowledge about languages and about the concrete and — 
in human discourse". If a single knowledge base ho'ds 
about the concrete and abstract worlds described by 
(singular) knowledge base stores all possible information, 
potentially abstracted). But if one knowledge base stojes 
need for a second knowledge base that might have <«* - 

The Applicant would also like to discuss the 
a degenerate knowledge base, with a single ontology, 
this situation, the knowledge base would have a single 
this manner requires significantly modifying and Hmijing 



o construct state vectors or are 
tie dictionary matter, 
knowledge base, beginning in column 
i ias previously been discussed, 

by cross-references. Each 
ellment for the entire knowledge 



tiat ' 
egajjil' 



: que ies 
ire 
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proper analogy to the dictionary of 
ajid not the ontology. This point is 
lines 12-1 S and 23-26) and to 
both cases, topics or themes are 
base. Note that Conklin uses the 

Conklin refers to themes or 
less of the number of ontologies in 
antologies that do not include a 
s focal nodes is not pertinent to the 

in Conklin. And since the 
•e created are selected from the 
^respond to the knowledge base of 



;OI 



dictionaries 



can properly be analogized 
in never even suggests the 
suggests quite the opposite: at 
„. base 155 is the repository for all 
abstract worlds described by language 
all knowledge about languages and 
in human discourse", then the 

suitably represented (and 
all this information, then there is no 
information. 

•s point about the possibility of 
Applicant acknowledges that in 
node. But to interpret Conklin in 
the operation of Conklin, which is 



language 



different 
Examiner* 
The 
rooti 
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a„ elements would be ancestral* Mated. and cross-refe, ente* would no. be needed. A. 

pirate Knowledge base is e,uivalen, » Arcing a so.ua, . peg into a round ho^fce 
Examiner is modifying ConKHn to 8. the ^aminefs — - " C °* 

intent. This is improper modification of Conklin. Further.' 
was provoked by an attempt to reject a claim in this paten j , 



using hindsight in rejecting the claims, which is also improper 



The Examiner also states that, because the claimei 
could only be one maximal element for the set, "it should 



r or^dcL logons to the direct* se, of the claimec, invention (whteh ft. 
dispute,,, *• Applicant Ms to follow the Examines lejp of logtc ft. unphes ConWm 

teaches state vectors. j m 14 

The te*hni,ue to construe, « vectors, which i, explicitly darned « chum 14 

Ilely the correspondingconcep, is represented in eU intentto... stance basts ch- 

- . -* ^ * * - 4 ""^ T ch or 

.ementtoaspecificconceptinmedirectedse, ^S^ZZZ^Z 



3c need, and ignoring Conklin's 
as this interpretation of Conklin 
application, the Examiner is also 



invention did not recite that there 
3e clear that Conklin teaches state 



suggest that there is only one maximal element. And as „ 4fir <wh S »to 

teThorsuggcstanysigninc^^ 



Ldin based on the claimed invention, 
djoes not teach the basic elements 



serve as basis chains. The Examiner is interpreting Cor| 
which is impermissible hindsight. Therefore, Conklin 
needed to construct state vectors. from 
Beyond that Conklins discussion about weigh,, for nodes are ^**"-*» 

" ^ , . ,i.™resented n the basis chain. The definition of 

measuring how concretely each concept is represented n liM 2 41 hroug 

"measurement" can be found in the "963 application a. for ,xam P le,p«e 15.une 2 4 
naae 16 line 24 (which also shows the construction ofia state vector). In short, this 

Conklin does not teach or suggest anything even approaching this feature. *u 
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or suggest state vectors as claimed. ' Applicant presented 

In the response to the Office Action dated November 3, 2004, the Appb P 

« i " „a "Thursdav" The Examiner responded that 4 

be compled in any manner, bu, — - *ying to show two terms that a P™ - 
street vlld fmd very difficult to compare. Conies node Condon, a, shown 
Xl= >n no. 6, are constructed ««» a ^ panem, and only show colons 
Teen nodes tha,, in C« view are compare. « 
direeted graph shown in FIG. 6 ,o compare "Geography" w,th "Vrsual Am . they are m 
Zoologies. ^ - overarching element rha, chines «- in *° = ^< 
le that "Vtsual Arts" and "Tourism" are both covered by "Lersur. and Recreanon . 

envisions the possibiiity that the directed graph ,ac,cs any " Z ^30 
have no commonality or cross-reference pom* at a». 

„o,rc,uire that everypair of concep* be compare, much the same - ^ « 
« ,."-»,d "Thursday" (The Examiner is also using his special knowledge of the churned 

claim ,4 and Conxlin. Firs, is ma, me Calmed invenuon uses a dictionary orgamzed 
^Tdirected set. As explained on page 4. line 30 K> page 5, line 3 of the s»eo,ncat.on, 
adirecedsetis.differentconcep.d.anattee, Among other (mathemaucaUy 
e,t vtenO demons, a - is a se, of nodes connected by edges, the tree havmg no 
and such thatbeiwe^nany twonodes **^^*^~J? m 
between the two node, <S~. .... Shimon Even. GRAPH AUKTO. 22 197% » 
copy of which has been previously submit.) A directed se, has no such lumtanon. 
JtL. a direct set is a se. of nodes connected by edges, where mere can be any 

,, ftf „ MJM Docket No. 6647-015 
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number of distinct paths - »— — « - "J °*r™ w 

directed set. Indeed. as shown in the F.G. 2 of the instant - "» 

different path, between »se," and Elation " One path goes throngh W. fte 

pa* of nodes, the trees of Conklin do not anticipate ft. directed se, of the mstan. 

invention. . f 

Although Conklin does no, describe his tree, as duecied trees, even ,f 
ConkH»-s ttees wet. considered . be directed trees, they wouid no, teach ft. concept 
of a directed se, One definition of a directed - is a set o, nodes c— d by 
ed B es where the se, has a root from which there is a un> q u. d,reced paft to every 
olr'node. (,« Shimon Even, O^H Mcokohms 30 copy - wh,ch 

has been previous,, submitted.) Since this definition stil. limns the dtrected tree to 
LingaLouepaftbetweenfterootandevery other code, a directed tree doesno. 
anticipate the directed set of the instant invention etther. 

A second difference is that Conkiin supports the concept <*«^ «~ 
This is shown in both figures 3 and 6 of Conldin, and explained at column 7, l.nes 39- 
lo OT ong other places). Each tree is an "independent ontology." But a convene. 

Caimed in the instan, invention. At bos,, each tree can have a maxmra, efcment. 
Without anyfting rying the different trees together, there .s no srngle maxvmal 
element mat embraces every concept in every nee. 

By using separa* trees for different ontologies, Conkbn caches a system 
wherein some Cements cannotb. compared. For ^f^^l 
Conklin, there is no way to compare Western Europe w,th « » 

different ontologies. Tins would be akin to asking a P-on on the street to ^era..y 
oompa^the concept "apple" with fte concept "Thursday": there ,s no common 
refcle pomtbywHchmeconcep^ca, becked, mcontrast-mfte^ 

« of the instan, invennou, every pair of concept has a. leas, one «~ 
r -^nt* is related through the maximal element. This maKes 
At worst, every pair of elements is reiateo wrum*. 

i, possible to compare disparate concepts such as "iguana" and "man. 

Thus, i, shouid be dear that Conklin does not teach aate vectors as :u*d m fte 
claim. To begin with, Conklin does not teach chains as described. Th.cha.ns 
eld from hi maxima, element to a concept. B», ConkHn lacks ft. fe^eof a 
maximal element. Further. Conklin only describes e^egorizaoons; fte mere fact ft. 
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mere is a (p^iaO hierarchy a-* - — «"*■*»■ — " ' """T^ 

.eaches chains. And because the vectors in the claims measo« " 

h represented in each basis chain (and Contlin does no, teach or sugges, chams 

deseed,, OA — — • - — — «— ^ «-* m 7 

b, addition, the Examiner acknowledges toe ConMn docs no, tt* 
^mbling.hes.a.e vectors intoatemplateor associating an action wtm , he «emp,a,e. 
The E *am,ner refers to Luciw for ,hese features, Luciw teaches a «» of 
aerating information based ou a familiar scries of corner events. It <*™> d 
Irprets user and system bebavior and then g^ses what shouid be done based on 
l'b S ervatio, H o„cver.ins,eadofu S in S aditec,edse,,o g en OT ,e K >polo 6 .ca 1 

,«e vectors, Luciw uses a frame-based approach and looK-up tilblcs. 

Because Lueiw does no, use tempiates with state vectors, it cannot be sard ,0 
reach the assembling of state vectors inn, a template. The Examiner argues tira. 

ohvious assembHng s*,e vectors into a tcmpUte. Bu, for tins ™ » " 
possih.e justification, me concep, of stiue veotors must be »*. - one of the c,<ed 
Terences. As arguen above, ConWin Ms « ,«ch or sugges, ^* 
Catmed; thus, Luciw wouid have to teach or surest s^te vecu.rs. Bu, L„cw s use 

of his tomplato, as shown * FIG. 4a, uses »e template as a form. Forms are no, 
clHL Luciw ma*es no .ggestion tha,the forms c*n be represent as vectors. 

* cher word, Luciw does nothmg more »au use a word CW-O - — 

with this application; even if the geneml idea behindthe word . ,uast-snnu»r, the 
■ ^ Th,,* Luciw's "template" does not include sBte vectors, 

acmal use is qmte distinct. Thus. I-uoiw s temp. 

and ( aiciw does no, teach or suggest state vector* anywhere. 

I neither Conttin nor Luciw teach or sugges, a dictions organic as a d^se, 

me combination of ConUin and Luciw Ms to -I. obvtous cuum .4 A^rdmgly 
,4 is patentee tmder 3 5 O.S.C. § .03(a) over ConlrUn in view of Luctw. and therefore 

claims 14-16 are allowable. 

The invention as recited in claim 17 is directed toward an apparatus 
^ewi.hacon^stieamtodeterrmnewhe.r.rm.conten.sneamprovolcesanernonon 

response the anparams comprising: a computer having access to the content smsrn; a 
ZZ a vector space stored in the compute,, the template mdudrng a nrs, 

n , MJM Docket No. 6647-015 
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dislarK emetriccoiW»°<beusea.nTOima I ...v.. ™,™dv»ctots 

Euclidean distance, measures *e distance hetwee., two specie ««= 

_ .. . „ . iriTi not beina used to directly measure 



Even in claim 20. the Euclidean distance metric is 
HiRtance between sets of state vectors, such as the i. 

summary and the template: the distance between f ie?e centrox 
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in the topological vector space 
least one measure of how concretely 



distance, where each of the first plurality of state vectorf 
corresponds to a concept in a directed set and includes a! 
me corresponding concept is represent* in each of a p • 
Etim ce basis in the directed set, means in tne ^cal 

stream, the impact summary including a second ptaiauty of 
vector space; and means for comparing the impact sunrnary w«h the 

1. invention of clatm 18 is directed toward an apparatus according to claun 17 

measuring a distance between the impact summary anE the template. 

tL — of Cairn 2 0 is directed toward ar apparah* according to 

hob*, means for measuring a Euclidean distance be :««n the impact summary 
vector and the template centroid vector. . ^ ^ 

In responding to the arguments regarding C«*=lh. the Bxam 

• ■» Th-Armlicant apologizes for liotteing more precise. Claim 

spatial envrronrnen. P „ ; reclttmMn s for comparing the impact 

notmentionmeasunngadistance. Butcuum a n . fi^rfne this 

feature to describe that this companson can be done by m «" SUImi! 
impac, summary and die template. The only form f comparison C «=~^ e 
Euldean distance. As argued previously, Euc.ide.1 diaar- ,s only " ™ 
!Lce between two indivU.ua. vectors, and so «» he used to compare the impact 
aummary and the template (which are sets of state jscton* 

Bu, it also appears tha, me Examiner misin,„n»r«ted*e Apphcsn. ^ 

• *• <• tv><» AnnHcant was asserting that the cucuoean 
Hictfmce between sets of vectors: in tact, the Applicant was 

distance between manner Hi*tai 20. while describing measunm 

distance metric not be used in that manner. 



itifl not being used to directly measure a 
impact summary and the template, for the 
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« r„ Stance (The Applicant also notes that Castelli does not teach or suggest 
using Euclidean distance. (TheAppncan information than the 

constructing a centroid vector, even though a centroid vector stores less xnform 

,OSS ) m contrast, claim l S describes measuring distant between the impact sugary and 
me tempiate, which are pluralities o, vectors, for which Euclidean ^ 
, a Th-t was the Applicant's point: measuring distance, as described in claun is, 

independent claims 1. 6, 14, and 23-24. A. argu _ ^ ^ 

suggest these fearores, and the Applicant asserts that CastelU also 

, . ,, „ , n and 22 all describe features not taught or 

*w..tv»<= Accordinelv, as claims 17-18,20, ana z^aimca 

features. According, - patentable under 35 

suggested by Conklin, Loci*, or eastern, clatms 17-16. 20, and 22 ar p 

utc. , 103(a) over ConkUn in view ; of Uci* and Caste*, ^ therefore datrns 17-22 are 

"e follow argument is copied (with shgh, truncation) from the response . the 
OmceActiond^ed— ^r, ne,.er C^U nor L uci« teach a ternp,. or 
an impact summary. Therefore, fo, Ore rejection of claims 17-22 to be proper, 
Castelli needs to teach this element. rlusterm2 and 

Oastelli is directed toward a sys*m for htuW-dtmenstonal data clustenng and 

^abases" (column 1. lines 28-29), CasteUi proposes a way to reduce the numb„ 
dTrnensionsneeded^representdava clusters. Caste,U teaches usins th» reduced 

dimensionality — -7-— ^^Xrthe iossof da,, or 
To begin with, the method taught by eastern req«w 

data «I three dimensions . rwo results in point 404 (*e projecnon of pom, 401 
1 two dimensions, appeal » be closer » point 405 (the proton of pom, 402) 
man point 406 (the projection of point 403). gut in three dunenstons, pom. 403 » 
closer.opoin.402thanpoin.401. Thus, there is data loss. Castelheven 
acknowledges thai there is data loss, in that >e se, of correspond*, etgenvalues 
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^t for - leas, a fixed percentage of the total where 

fixed percentage - be «. « »e e,ua, to 95%" (column > 1, lines 

WOTds . ft. reduced dimension data is .now, to be less accurate than ^ ongma, d- 

Cas..lli dresses this da* loss by defining, .he dusters essentially « .he 
his „e,-order space firs,, then projecting the clusters into the .ower-order space. But 

this los, is to define the dusters along many differ, project, a. shown in Fig. 2. 
» en ,hree different dusters have to be s.ored. whereas without data ruction 
XTd-er is needed. This suggest that Casters data reduction approach .s no. 

• «.„,i,>i m « as clearly described (see. for example, 
distinguishable from the vectors m the claims. As clearly 
daims 6 and 24), die state vectors are constructed using chams. Casteihh* no 
analog to the Cauls of the claims, dearty, then CasteHi cannot teach state vectors as 

Steven if CasteUi taugh, state vectors as daimed, CastelU still fails » teach 
comparing impact summaries and templates. As should now be dear, bo* impact 
ZZ andtemplates can induce muinple vector*. «~-«3£, 
retires. ,n some manner, .o compare se. of vectors. Theonly ~~ ~ 

the other disunce equations are variants of this:) Bu. Euclidean distance can only 
Z^.t — be.ween.wo vectors: it — measure a distance b«ween two 

sets of vectors. 

lt u mi. that a. column IS. lines 25-28. CastelU discusses the diaanee 
heween a search template and duster boundaries. Bu, the distant Castelh is 

templsteandnieboundaryof .duster. ^^^^'"^T^ 
shown in Fig 5: template 501 is a single vector), so Castelli is shll no, comparing two 
eTTf vlts. Accordingly. CastelU Ml. - 1-* « suggest either «r 

vectors). Accordingly, claim 17 is patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 1W, 
view of Castelli. and therefore claims 17-22 are allowable. 
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The invention of claim 22 i, directed toward an apparatus according to claim 17. 
wherein- each of the second plurality of state vectors in the topological vector space 
™dt o a second concept in a second directed se, and includes a, ioas. one measure of 

„ chains of a second intentional stance basis in the second directed set: and the 

rractsumnrar^rnthe second— 

,n the Off.ce Acnon dated November 3. 2004. the E*anuner argued tot Cas elU 

22 recites two bases, no, one basis, and the Examiner has no. indicated that Caste,,, 
a!l tlo different bases, hr any even, as Carm 22 has been amended (and » dependen 

Luciw. Accordingly, claim 22 is patentable under 35 U.S.G § ii» W 
ofLucrw and CasteUi, and is therefore allowable. 

For the foregoing reasons, reconsideration and allowance of claims 1-27 of the 
application as amended is solicited. The Examiner is encouraged to telephone me 

the case. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C. 




Ariel S. Rogson 
Reg. No. 43,054 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C 

1030 SW Morrison Street 

Portland, OR 97205 

503-222-3613 

Customer No. 45842 
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